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General Notes

A TWO YEAR COMPARISON OF THE WINTER FOOD HABITS OF MINK
(MUSTELA VISON) FROM DELTAIC NORTHEAST ARKANSAS
The winter food habits ofmink (Mustela vison) were studied from deltaic northeast Arkansas during the 1980-81 and 1981-82 trapping seasons.
Carcasses were collected from co-operating fur buyers throughout the region and stomach and intestinal tracts were examined foridentifiable food
remains. Similar studies have been performed elsewhere by Dearborn (1932), Hamilton (1935, 1959), Sealander (1943), Guilday (1949), and Korschgen

(1958).

Mink are considered generalistic carnivores and are particularly associated with water courses. Prey is taken in relation to its availability
and abundance (Errington, 1943, 1954; Hamilton, 1959). Food habits of mink vary regionally as habitats and potential prey vary. Variations
between years and seasons also occur due to changes in the relative abundancies of prey (Gerell, 1967). During this study, a total of 272 mink
was examined. During the trapping season of 1980-81, 84 carcasses were examined (19 females, 65 males). Of the females, 12 (63.2%) were found
to contain identifiable food remains and 36 (55.4%) of the males contained food remains. From the 1981-82 sample, 189 carcasses were examined
(63 females, 126 males). Fifty(79.4%) of the females contained identifiable food remains and 95 (75.4%) of the males contained identifiable material.
The predominance of males in the sample was a reflection ofdifferential trapability since males have a larger home range than do females and
therefore are more susceptible to fur trapping (Gerell, 1970).

Prey items were categorized into six groups: mammals, fishes, birds, herptiles, crayfish, and other arthropods. Within these groups, material
was identified to species when possible for mammals and to the family level for fishes. Males and females were initially considered collectively
for comparison. Twenty-five percent of the prey items identified from the 1980-81 trapping season were mammalian (Figure 1). White-footed mice,
Peromyscus spp., occurred most commonly (in 10.4% of the stomaches containing food items). Other mammalian items included: prairie voles,
Microtus ochrogaster (4.1%), marsh rats, Oryzomys palustris (4.1%), southern bog lemmings, Synaplomys cooperi (2.1%), and unidentifiable
mammalian remains (4.1%). In1981-82, mammalian prey items were even more frequent, comprising 51 .0% of the identifiable material. Peromyscus
spp. again occurred most frequently (7.6%). Remaining mammalian prey items for 1981-82 included M. ochrogaster (6.8%), S. cooperi (5.5%),
cotton rats, (Sigmodon hispidus (5.5%), harvest mice, Reithrodontomys spp. (4.4%), fox squirrels, Sciurus niger(] .4%), house mice, Mus muscutus
(0.7%), musk rats, Ondatra zibethicus (0.7%), least shrews, Cryptotis parva (0.7%), short-tailed shrews, Blarina carolinensis (0.7%), rodents identifiable only to order (4.1%), cottontail rabbits, Sylvilagus floridanus (0.7%), and unidentifiable mammalian remains (6.2%).
During 1980-81 fish occurred in 47.9 percent of the stomaches containing food (Figure 1). Cyprinids were most common (14.5%). Other
fishes from 1980-81 included: centrarchids (10.4%), catostomids (6.3%), clupeids (2.1%), ictalurids (2.1%), and unidentifiable fish remains (8.3%).
During 1981-82, fishes occurred less frequently in the diet ofmink (37.2%). Of the fish, centrarchids occurred most frequently this year (12.4%).
Remaining fish prey from 1981-82 included: cyprinids (9.0%), catostomids (4.8%), clupeids (4.1%), cyprinidontids (0.7%), ictalurids (0.7%), and
unidentifiable fish remains (5.5%).
Mammals and fishes, because of the high frequencies in which they occurred, were investigated further. Interestingly, mammals were utilized
considerably less during the 1980-81 season (at a frequency of 25.0%) than during the 1981-82 season (at a frequency of 51.0%) (Figure 1). On
the other hand, fish were utilized more frequently during the 1980-81 season (47.9%) than during the 1981-82 season (37.2%). Differences in these
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1. Combined food habit data of male and female mink from
c northeast Arkansas during the 1980-81 and 1981-82 trapping
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Figure 2. Frequency occurrence of the two major prey categories broken
down by sexes formink sampled during 1980-81 and 1981-82 trapping

seasons.
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frequencies are seemingly related to the severe drought of the summer and early fallof 1980. Prolonged drought conditions were noticably
of small rodents and decreasing water level tended to concentrate fish populations. Crayfish seem to represent a buffer food item
available during periods when other prey are less available. During periods of normal rainfall (1981-82) mink opportunistically utilized a wide rangt
of available prey. Mustelids, due at least inpart to their elongate bodies, incur substantial energy costs during foraging activities (Brown and Lasiewski
1972). Opportunistic feeding by mink maximizes utilization of available, but possibly patchy, resources.
Comparison by sexes of prey utilization revealed interesting differences. During the winter of 1980-81, females utilized mammalian prey at
a significantly higher rate (41.7%) than did males (19.4%) (Figure 2). Utilization of mammalian prey by females was also higher during the winter
of 1981-82 (females, 56.0%; males 48.4%). Males, on the other hand, utilized fish to a somewhat greater extent than did females (Figure 2). Other
prey were utilized at varying low rates and apparently reflected opportunism as no trend was established.
The high frequencies of mammalian prey (mainly small rodents) in the diet of females over the two years may relate to sexual dimorphism
inthe body size ofmink and to its presumed role in feeding. According to Moors (1980), female mustelids consistently consume more small rodents
thai
males. This concept is suported by Erlinge's report (1979). Inwhich rodents were staple prey of female stoats (Mustela nivalis), even when
small rodent densities were low. Food habit differences, then, may be attributed to differences in the foraging strategies of the sexes. Males, being
larger, have longer limbs permitting greater mobility (Moors, 1980). Presumably, greater mobilityis translatable into greater proficiency incatching
fish. In addition, the larger size of males should permit the utilization of a wider range of acceptable and catchable prey items (Wilson, 1975).
The smaller size of female mink could be advantageous for foraging in rodent runs. Itis not yet known ifthe amount of dietary overlap (between
sexes) is significant in terms of intraspecific competition and/or population regulation.
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ANALYSISOF REGURGUTATED SHORT-EARED OWL (ASIO FLAMMEUS) PELLETS
FROM THE ROTH PRAIRIE, ARKANSAS COUNTY, ARKANSAS
The short-eared owl (Asio flammeus) is one of the most cosmopolitan of raptors, as it is found on every continent except Australia (Bent,
1938). Inits habits, it prefers prairies, marshes, other campestrine habitats, and even forests. This species is somewhat diurnal and can frequently
be seen hunting during the day. In hunting, the short-eared owl adopts the same habits as the harrier, or marsh hawk (Circus cyaneus).
Three recent food habit studies of owls and other raptors from northeast Arkansas have been reported (Hanebrink et al., 1979; Paige et
al., 1979; Harris and Hanebrink, 1980), however these did not deal extensively with the short-eared owl. Black (1933) first reported the occurrence
ofshort-eared owls in northwest Arkansas, but littleresearch has been devoted to this species in Arkansas. As the amount of suitable habitat dwindles,
due to expanded agricultural practice, and as greater emphasis is placed on biological control mechanisms, information on the feeding habits of
Arkansas raptors is needed. The food habits of short-eared owls elsewhere have been studied through pellet analysis (Cahn and Kemp, 1930;
Errington, 1932).
Ninety regurgitated pellets measuring 2.8 to 6.7 cm in length were collected on 28 February 1980 from known roosting sites of short-eared
owls on the Roth Prairie. Several short-eared owls were observed as they flushed from shallow depressions inthe prairie as it was burnt for management purposes. Of owl species occurring in Arkansas, only A. flammeus roosts on the ground.
Roth Prairie in Arkansas County, is one of the few surviving remnants of the Grand Prairie Grassland. Its biology and location have been
ofinterest to individuals concerned with prairie preservations in Arkansas. The study site is characterized by lush growths of grasses and abundant
spring flowers. The area appears to be wetter than most other Grand Prairie remnants as witnessed by its high production of hay. Big Bluestem
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